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and in the Atlantic. Thus, a network ts growing which 
comprises the whole earth and which encourages the 
nucleal powers Not to allow any major hiatus to occur in 
nuclear disarmament.” 


li is the concern of the international meeting, Hermann 
Aven stressed, to make progress with dialogue and 
cooperation between the multifarious peace torces which 
support treedom trom nuclec: weapons in then regions 
as a path toward lberating the world trom = nucleat 
Ihe GDR and the torces involved in the 
peace movement can indeed contribute 
weighty words to this which will find a hearing in the 


WO! ld 


weapons 


country’s 


Numerous inquiries from home and abroad to the GDR 
CGrovernment and to parties and mass organizations have 
attested to the great attention which ts being accorded to 
the proposal by Erich Honecker tor a meeting on this set 
of topics. It will be an honor and a pleasure to welcome 
representatives of States interested in this issue. Her- 
mann Axen said with reference to the meeting in June 


“We appeal to the United Nations and its competen 
special organizations to support this intention. We 
appeal to governments and parliaments, to political 
parties, to international and national peace movements 
to trade unions, women’s and youth organizations, to 
towns and communities, to scientists and artists, to the 
representatives of various religions and creeds, to repre 
sentatives of the economy. and to all those who have an 
interest in zones of peace to conduct and open and 





10 


FAST ELROPE 


constructive dialogue here in Berlin, to outline experi 
ences in the establishment of zones of peace and to 
discuss ideas and proposals for the shaping of these 
concepts and projects. We appeal to governments and 
social forces in Europe who are working for nuclear 
weapons-free zones in the heart of our continent, in 
northern Europe, in the Balkans, in the Mediterranean 


region, and in other areas. 


“We appeal tc governments-and social forces in Latin 
America and in the South Pacific.’ Hermann Axen 
continued, “in Africa and Southeast Asia, and to the 
littoral states of the Indian Ocean. In a word, we appeal 
to all regions and countries in the world ino which 
experiences in the establishment of such zones are 
already present or which support the establishment of 
nuclear weapons-free regions.” The Berlin’ meeting 
should thus reflect all the new, positive elements which 
are emerging in the international political panorama ot 
our time, he stressed. “Let us shape that meeting jointly 
as a broadly effective forum fa coalitin of reason and the 
desire for peace on earth and in space.” [passage omit- 
ted: minor speakers] 


At the end of the discussion, Hermann Axen noted the 
speakers’ full agreement with Erich Honecker’s initiative 
to convene an international meeting for nuclear weap- 
ons-free zones in Berlin. Representatives of all classes 
and strata had underlined the urgency of an interna- 
ional meeting of this nature 


Hermann Axen noted the body's approval of the appeal 
to world public opinion which was betore ut. The prac 


tical work of the GDR National Committee has thus 
begun 
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Commentary Welcomes Arms Accord 
52U04703a Kathmandu THE RISING NEPAL in 
English 19 Jan 88 p 4 


[Text] In his New Year greetings to the American public, 
Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev characterized the 
December eight Summit with U.S. President Reagan as a 
watershed in history. The Soviet leader's remark was 
very well put and it reflects the feeling of not only the 
Soviet people but the world public opinion. In fact, all 
the peace-loving people the world over have every reason 
to believe that the December Summit between the two 
superpowers can rightly be called a ‘landmark in the 
history of superpower relationship.’ 


Peace Concerns 


Yet another time, and hopefully for the lasi time, the 
hopes of lasting peace on earth were raised high and that 
is where they now remain. Human concern for a lasting 
peace was never before raised so enthusiastically and so 
articulately. Ten billion plus eyes remained steadily 
fixed on the two glamo.ous actors of the Summit phe- 
nomenon: President Ronald Reagan and Mr Gorbachev. 


In the beginning of the dramatic development of incidents, 
mild skepticism was also expressed in some parts of the 
world regarding the success of Mr Gorbachev's long trip to 
Washington. Many a renowned political pundits and lay 
watchers to these development must have ultimately rea- 
lised that the world began to smell success in the Washing- 
ton Summit even before the actual signing ritual took place 
on 8 December 1987, thus heralding. in Mr Gorbachev's 
words, “a New Day in the history of mankind.” Whether the 
day will go down in history as a new day as the General 
Secretary put it so confidently and jubiliantly or not remains 
to be seen. But one thing is certain: Peace has a better 
chance now than any time before. 


It does not mean, however, that the mercury of optimism 
will remain an all time high in the scale. First, this treaty 
deals primarily with the medium-range missiles and so 
effects the people of Europe. Naturally, therefore, it does 
not claim that it is the last, final, word on the multifac- 
eted issues of disarmament. Many complex issues such 
as the problem of verification of nuclear tests, disman- 
tling cf equal number of warheads on both parts of the 
globe, agreement on the specific number of weapons to 
be destroyed gradually on both sides are still looming 
large on the path of working out a more permanent and 
creative agreement between the two Superpowers 


If these and many other related issues are not perma- 
nently settled as outlined, envisaged and directed in the 
Summit Treaiy, then both the sides will virtually slide 
down to square one on the board. It is a game the world 
certainly would not like to watch. For the sake of a secure 
and livable planet, earth, therefore, thoughts and prayers 
of all peace-loving mankind should now be directed 


NEAR EAST & SOUTH ASIA 11 


toward these issues and their possible sources so that 
such a pessimistic situation does not arise. Public opin- 
ion could prove an effective weapon to stop the recent 
developments in peace talks from taking a wrong direc- 
tion. It is thus a crucial time to be reckoned with. 


L niversal Mandate 


That arms race, more specifically nuclear race must be 
stopped wherever it is taking place is the long cherised 
will of the people of the world. The world has seen 
enough wars and destruction caused by wars. Man has 
began to believe that the very concept of war 1s obsolete. 


Human civilization so laborously created, developed 
and saved mankind's common heritage. It is tor the good 
of all that the progress attained by mankind should be 
shared. Mr Schweikart, one of the Apollo astronauts 
rightly said that looked from the space the earth looks 
like a common home of all the living beings dwelling on 
it with no political boundaries, so rich, resourceful and 
so lovely. The underlying meaning of Mr Schweikart’s 
memorable expression 1s that the political boundaries 
are artificial and drawn by man in later times. 


Looked from this higher level of observation, therefore, 
they disappear. There then remains one home, one 
abode, one asset of human beings to be shared with . 
living beings on earth. Attempts to damage any part o1 
whole of it, or bring about imbalance in man-nature 
relationship through misuse of science and technology 
would hardly justify any explanation. 


Considering this noble truth the billions of dollar spent 
every Gay to manufacture. stockpile, and improve the 
already existing five thousand plus strong nuclear arse- 
nal could in no way be called worth spending at a time 
when a major portion of humanity lives under the 
poverty line. The other half of the world sustains tts 
standard of life with the increased amount of wealth 
earned from arms deals of all kinds. 


Whether rich or poor, the entire humanity lives in 
constant dread of annihilation from the face of the 
planet earth. To do away with this dread the superpowers 
need to build up and strengthen mutual trust, not fear. 
Emergence of mass organizations for peace, such as the 
anti-war movements all over the world testify to the 
concern man has shown to eliminate fear in order to live. 
to create and grow and not destroy what has been created 
and maintained throughout history. 


Secure World 


Popular voices that have been rising for peace and 
survival should be further reinforced so that future 
summits or other venues reflect that the message has 
been received with due alerts and concerns and that 
earth or the outer space remains a secure home and that 
there is no danger of total, mass extinction stalking 
around the corner 


12913 
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Development of Military Offense, Defense Viewed 
02080930 Moscow MIROVAYA EKONOMIKA 1 
MEZHDUNARODNYYE OTNOSHENIYA in Russian 
No 1, Jan 88 (Signed to Press 15 Dec 88) pp 20-32 


[Article by A. Kokoshin: “The Development of Military 
Affairs and Reduction of Armed Forces and Conven- 
tional Arms.” Passages in boldface as published} 


[Text] The new political thinking in the sphere of inter- 
national relations includes an understanding of the fact 
that an abrupt and profound politicization of tradition- 
ally military questions—the development of military 
equipment and the organizational development 
armed forces, strategy. and operational art, and even 
certain aspects of tactics—has occurred before our very 
eyes. These questions are the subject of talks between the 
highest state leaders and diplomats and of debates in 
public and political circles. 


An analysis of the problems and prospects of arms 
limitation and disarmament is impossible without a 


revelation and full-scale consideration of the patterns of 


development of military affairs, primarily of a long-term 
nature. At the same time, disarmament problems, having 
become practically the most important item of interna- 
tional relations, are making an increasingly noticeable 


impact on discussions about the future armed forces of 


States and coalitions and about military thought. This 
mutual influence requires profound and intensive scien- 


tific elaboration, efforts by scientists and specialists of 


the most diverse vocations, and an active shaping of a 


new scientific discipline such as military-political 
research. 
I 


Social, economic, and political factors play a decisive 


role in the development of the means and methods of 
wartare. But the internal patterns of the evolution of 


military affairs proper, including military equipment 
are of no small importance. The new thinking requires a 


full-scale consideration of the dynamics of change of 


various weapons systems and of the shaping of the 
military technosphere, which was created by man, but 
which 1s developing according to special laws still largely 
unknown. Knowledge of these laws 1s a necessity. With- 
out this, there can be no success in the field of diplomacy 
and foreign policy. 


The rate of development of weapons systems and— 
according to a number of parameters—of new methods 


of warfare at times significantly outstrips the rate of 


progress at talks on limiting armed forces and arms. The 
main reason for this is the lack of political will of our 
partners at these talks and the resistance of right-wing 
militaristic forces in the United States and other capital- 
ist states. But it 1s also necessary to bear in mind the 


inadequate consideration for the logic of development of 


of 
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weapons systems, the evolution of strategic and opera- 
tional thought. and the lack of proper correlation 
between this logic and political and diplomatic logic 


One of the key problems in this process 1s the analysis of 
the dialectics of development of offensive and defensive 
weapons and methods both in the nuclear and nonnu- 
clear spheres. A precise diagnosis of current offensive 
and defensive capabilities is necessary. as are long-term 
and medium-term forecasts. Such comprehensive assess- 
ments and forecasts should be based on an understand- 
ing of profound historical patterns 


F. Engels paid close attention to the competition 
between offensive and defensive weapons (Footnote |) 
(See K. Marx and F. Engels: “Works.” Vol 20. pp 
176-177). It should be noted that an analysis of the 
dialectics of development of the offensive and defensive 
weapons and methods was one of the niain sources of 
Engels’ outstanding military-political predictions con- 
cerning the character and results of World War I. 


The confrontation between offensive and defensive 
weapons has continued for millennia. It seems that one 
can select two historical periods to reveal the basic 
patterns of this process. One of them began with the 
appearance of nuclear weapons in 1945. The other ts 
longer and goes back 200-220 years in history: it ts 
associated primarily with the development of capitalism 
and establishment of machine production 


Phases have repeatedly changed throughout these 200- 
220 vears. within whose framework either offense pre- 
vailed over defense or defense prevailed over offense. 
convincingly demonstrating the manifestation of a law 
of dialectics—of a negation of a negation. To an ever 
increasing extent, these changes occurred through the 
development of military technology, which also entailed 
transformations in the methods of military operations. 
As Marshal of the Soviet Union N_V. Ogarkov notes, this 
on no account occurred immediately after the appear- 
ance of new weapons, but only when they were used in 
such numbers as inevitably brought about a new quall- 
tative status of the phenomenon. While there 1s a limited 
use of new weapons and combat equipment, they z:¢ 
most often adapted solely to existing methods of warfare 
or, at most, introduce certain partial modifications to 
them. For instance, machine guns were used in the 
1899-1902 Boer War. However, their insignificant num- 
bers and low quality did not lead at that time to a 
fundamental upheaval in the method of military opera- 
tions, but only made certain changes in the combat 
disposition of forces. (Footnote 2) (See N.V. Ogarkov: 
“History Teaches Vigilance.” Moscow, 1985, p 50) 


The role of machine guns was more noticeable in the 
Russo-Japanese War of 1904-05. Thereafter, the rapid 
development of automatic weapons and their wide- 
spread incorporation in forces had a incomparably large 
impact, which was particular graphic in World War I. 
(Footnote 3) (Heavy machine guns sharply strengthened 
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defense capability, which graphically manifested itself by 
the middle of World War I. The mass appearance of light 
machine guns on the Western Front toward the end of 
this war noticeably strengthened the capabilities of 
offensive infantry. The further development of light 
automatic weapons made this trend even more striking 
by the outbreak of World War II) 


Changes in the correlation of offensive and defensive 
capabilities, for their part, made a very considerable 
impact on the policies of states and on the assessments 
and conclusions of state and political figures and of 
military commands on the nature and scale of the use of 
military force. Actually, the scale of political goals that it 
was intended to accomplish by military assets largely 
depended on the assessment of offensive and defensive 
capabilities in a specific military-political situation. His- 
torical analysis indicates that subjective assessments 
were Often largely and even totally at variance with 
reality, which naturally affected the implementation of 
appropriate political precepts. For instance, on the eve of 
World War I. practically all the sides relied on large-scale 
offensive operations, and in most cases with most defi- 
nite goals. According to the apt statement by the out- 
Standing Russian and Soviet military theorist, A.A. Sve- 
chin, “before 1914 the entire military world fell into an 
offensive hysteria.” (Footnote 4) (A. Svechin: “Evolu- 
tion of Military Art.” Moscow, 1928, Vol 2. p 577) In 
reality though. defense prevailed in this war 


In our day, in analyzing the capabilities of offensive and 
defensive weapons, one most often compares World War 
1 and Il as the largest and most indicative conflicts 
between the most powerful agents of the system of 
international relations having a high level of develop- 
ment of productive forces. These wars were waged using 
all available weapons and methods of warfare with the 
utmost exertion of the sides’ forces 


In World War I the use, in large numbers, of automatic 
weapons, artillery. and engineering systems, and of the 
forms and methods of combat operations prevailing at 
the time lec to th. fact that defense turned out to be 
Stronger thn offense. Time after time major strategic 
offensive operations petered out both in the Western and 
Eastern theaters of war in Europe. The operations of 
forces basically acquired a static defensive nature. (Foot- 
note 5) (See N.V. Ogarkov, op cit. pp 48-49) 


In the period between the two world wars. a number of 
countries actively searched for ways tu overcome the 
Situation that had arisen during World War I. At a 
certain point a seemingly unstable balance between 
offensive and defensive capabilities appeared and 
remained for some time, in the late twenties and early 
thirties. 
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In subsequent years, both Soviet and foreign military 
sciences Opened up opportunities lo Overcome the pre- 
dominance of defense over offense. (Footnote 6) (Soviet 
military thought developed the theory of an “operation 
in depth.” whose modifications played an important role 
in the rout of Nazi Germany and its allies. The accom- 
plishment in developing the “re :ration in depth” theory 
belongs to such prominent Soviet military theorists as 
M.N. Tukhachevskiy, V.K. Triandafillov, Ye.A. Shilovs- 
kiy, and A.K. Kolenkovskiy. The intention during an 
“operation in depth” was the simultaneous neutraliza- 
tion of the enemy's defense by delivery of fire to full 
depth, breakthrough of the tactical zone of defense in a 
selected sector with subsequent rapid development of 
tactical into operational success by engaging a break- 
through exploitation force (tanks, motorized infantry, 
and horse cavalry) and landing airborne assault forces to 
achieve the objective as quickly as possible.) Military 
thought in Germany was working very intensively 


From the outset, the mass utilization in World War II of 
breakthrough and exploitation weapons (tanks, self-pro- 
pelled artillery, aviation, submarines, and aircraft carn- 
ers) imparted an active offensive nature to combat 
operations on land, in the air. and at sea. Tactical 
breakthrough immediately developed into operational 
breakthrough. Large mobile units. and primarily tank 
groups and armies played a decisive role in this process. 
(Footnote 7) (See A. Radziyevskiy: “Tank Attack,” Mos- 
cow, 1977: M. Katukov: “On the Point of the Main 
Thrust,” Moscow, 1976, pp 242-43. V. Semenov: “Briet 
Outline of the Development of Soviet Operational Art.” 
Moscow, 1979, pp 199-250) 


If one takes a look at history, it turns out that the 
Franco-Prussian War was mainly a demonstration of the 
superiority of offense over defense (and was the first 
Static war in world history). If one moves even deeper 
into history one discovers that the Napoleonic wars were 
chiefly a triumph of offensive and active strategy. They 
were waged with definite goals aimed at routing the 
enemy's armed forces and at major territorial seizures. If 
one compares, for instance, the Seven Years’ War with 
them, one can see that here there was no clear superiority 
of offense over defense: in a number of instances, 
defense generally prevailed over offense, and the definite 
goals set in the period of the Napoleonic wars were 
lacking. 


Science, particular historical science, requires that 
eaceptions to general patterns be revealed and consid- 
ered. This is very important, because an exception in one 
phase of a certain process turns out to be a rule, a 
dominant characteristic in the next phase. Practically all 
of the aforesaid major wars in Europe had their very 
important exceptions. Napoleon, who had carried out a 
series of successful campaigns in Europe with the clear 
dominance of effense over defense. lost the war against 
Russia, whose military leaders. M.B. Barclay de Tolly 
and M.I. Kutuzov, used strategic defense as the main 
method of warfare against the invasion by the powerful 
Napoleonic army 
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(Footnote 8)(M.B. Barclayde Tolly. and then M_I. Kutu- 
zov had to defend the tdea of this engagement in a sharp 
and constant struggle not only against Emperor Ale- 
xander I and his military advisors, but also against the 
view of the overwhelming majority of generals and 
officers of the Russian Army (including P.I. Bagration). 
who demanded a decisive engagement against the 
intruding enemy right on the Western borders of the 
Russian Empire, and then on the various lines of strate- 
gic withdrawal of the Russian Army. The course of 
events convincingly demonstrated the total correctness 
of Barclay de Tolly and Kutuzov’s strategy. despite its 
unpopularity among a significant section of Russian 
society, who did not see the harsh realities of the 
prevailing situation and who were guided more by their 
emotions than by a sober calculation of the correlations 
of forces and the capabilities of the Russian and Napo- 
leonic Armies—see L. Beskrovnyy: “Russian Military 
Art in the 19th Century.” Moscow, 1974. pp 98-105) 


World War I had examples of successful strategic offen- 
sive Operations: the offensive on the Russian southwest- 
ern front in July-August 1916 (the Brusilov Break- 
through) and a series of offensives by the allies on the 
Western Front in 1918, such as the Battle of the Marne 
and the Amiens and Saint-Mihiel operations 


World War Il, for its part. showed that a defense 
prepared in advance, assuming that the tactical inten- 
tions of an enemy prer ‘or an attack are ascer- 
tained, 18 quite success. leads to a rout of the 
attacker's most powerful Joi... grouping. This was the 
lesson of the Battle of Kursk, one of the mayor battles of 
World War Il. (Footnote 9) (For more detail see: A 
Kokoshin and V. Larionov: “The Battle of Kursk in the 
Light of Modern Defensive Doctrine"—MIROVAYA 
EKONOMIKA | MEZHDUNARODNYYE 
OTNOSHENIYA, No 8, 1987, pp 32-40) 


In view of the general defensive nature of Soviet military 
doctrine, the necessity and opportunities of strategic 
defense were clearly underestimated on the eve of the 
1941 Hitlerite aggression. The possibility of defensive 
action was Only permitted on an operational and tactical 
scale. (Footnote 10) (The questions of defensive opera- 
tions examined at a conference of the Red Army’s higher 
command personnel of the Red Army in December 1940 
are revealing in this regard. A report on this topic was 
delivered by Army General I.V. Tyulenev: “The Nature 
of the Modern Defensive Operation.” In accordance 
with the mission, he did not go beyond an army defense 
and did not explain the specifics of modern (in those 
times—A. Kokoshin) strategic defense. See G.K. Zhu- 
kov: “Memoirs and Thoughts.” Moscow, 1969. p 190) 


Considering offense as the main form of combat opera- 
tions, Soviet military theory predicted that the initial 
period of a future war would be characterized by a large 
number of meeting engagements, while the belligerents 
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endeavor to gain the initiative from the first hours of ; 
war would torce them to accomplish the mission by 
offensive operations, which would develop into meeting 
engagements 


At the beginning of the war, strategic defense was orga- 
nized, as a rule, during the enemy's active offensive in a 
Situation of incomplete strategic deployment and with a 
lack of defensive lines prepared in advance. (Footnote 
11} ("The forward edge of the position aimost precisely 
coincided with the outline of the state border, with all its 
bends, literally according to the slogan: “We shall not 
yield an inch of our land. This significantly increased 
the length of the defensive line. and created the danger of 
the enemy's close envelopment of our troops in the 
border’s salients to the West. Particularly great was the 
danger of a deep envelopment of our quite large force 
groupings west of Belostok and Lvov.” The enemy took 
full advantage of these miscalculations by us. Even such 
important natural lines as the main channel of the 
Neman River, the Avgustovskiy Canal. and the Bobr 
River, which were a few dozen kilometers trom the 
border, were not used to strengthen defense, either as an 
obstacle in front of the forward edge or tor the prepara- 
tion of rear positions: (see VOYENNO-ISTORICHES- 
KIY ZHURNAL, No 10, 1965. p 28) In the summer of 
1942. the unsuccessful outcome of defensive operations 
in the Voroshilovgrad sector and in the Donbass entailed 
a penetration and breakthrough on the southern side of 
the strategic front. This was used by the enemy to 
develop the offensive on Stalingrad and the Caucasus 
Thus, for the second time in the war, strategic defense 
became the main form of military operations by armed 
forces. (Footnote |2)(A. Maryshev: “Certain Aspects of 
Strategic Defense in the Great Patnotic War.” 
VOYENNO-ISTORICHESKIY ZHURNAL. No 6 
1987. p 9) [secured edition of the journal does not reveal 
this article] All these substantial errors led to serious 
defeats of the Red Army, enormous human casualties 
and a considerable loss of territory 


One cannot fail to note that our postwar literature on the 
military art of the Great Patriotic War, right up to recent 
times, has mainly examined the experience of strategic 
offensive operations from the second half of 1943 
through 1945. Often, authors have not even mentioned 
the fact that these operations were possible only after the 
initiative was seized, at the cost of enormous casual- 
ties—including through fundamental errors in the elab- 
Oration of military doctrine and strategy—trom a very 
dangerous enemy. There 1s no doubt that if proper 
attention had been devoted to questions of strategic 
defense before the war, we would have paid a considet 
ably smaller price for victory 


The origins of these miscalculations tn the shaping of the 
Red Army's prewar doctrine go back to the late twenties 
when an entire trend of military and muilitary-political 
thought associated primarily with the name of Professor 
A.A. Svechin was virtually crushed and vilified. His 
works were not free of shortcomings: however, on the 
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basis of a comprehensive analysis of the correlations 
between the means of attack and protection, defense and 
offense, profound historical trends. the history of war- 
tare. including World War I and its results. he made 
extremely important forecasts about how a second world 
war could begin, the nature of the threat to the USSR’s 
western borders. and so on. (Footnote 13) (Specifically 
A.A. Svechin wrote in 1927, 12 years before the outbreak 
of World War Il: “For centuries. from the time of 
Richelieu, French foreign policy thought was cultivated 
on the creation of these conditions of fragmentation 
hodgepodge. and a lack of defense capability in Europe 
As a result of the operation of French policy. whose ideas 
developed into the Versailles ‘peace’ treaty. all of central 
Europe—Germany. Poland, Czechoslovakia. and so 
on—was placed under conditions that ruled out defense 
and a war of position Poland will stil! have the 
opportunity to think about how it should thank France 
tor the gift of the Danzig corridor, which will ensure 
precedence tor Poland regarding a German attack.” A.A 
Svechin: “Strategy.” Moscow, 1927, p 184) 


The allies also did not utilize the possibilities of strategic 
detense on the Western Front in May 1940. The Armed 
Forces of Britain, France, Belgium. and the Netherlands 
as Protessor D. Proektor convincingly showed in his 
fundamental study. suffered a crushing defeat. largely 
because of a tragic error permitted during the deploy- 
ment of the allied armies. (Footnote 14) (The Germans 
organized their forces into a deep penetration force, but 
the allies did not counter their disposition with a Strate- 
gic defense with the necessary depth. The force grouping 
of the Hitler's armed forces had the opportunity to 
constantly support its striking power through reserves 
which amounted to 31% of the troops. The allied forces 
had only 15% in reserve, they were deployed at an 
inadequate depth and dispersed across an extended 
front. As a result, the allies could not ward off the 
offensive or create a new stable defensive frontage. see 
D. Proektor: “Aggression and Catastrophe.” Moscow 
1979. p 127) 


One gets the impression that the alleed command on the 
Western Front in May 1940 did precisely what Von 
Schlieffen, Germany's chief of general staff. dreamed of 
in his time and about which he wrote in his well-known 
work, “Cannae.” (Footnote 15) ("A perfect reenactment 
of the Battle of Cannae is only encountered very rarely in 
military history, because for this one needs. on the one 
hand, a Hannibal, and on the other. a Terentius Varro 
both of whom tn their own way helped to achieve this 
great objective.” Von Schheffen: “Cannae.” Moscow 
1938. p 350) 


In examining the cyclic alternation of the prevalence of 
either offense or defense in major wars on the European 
Continent, including World War II. one cannot fail to 
note the presence of one stable long-term trend that 
seemingly permeates all these phases: namely. there was 
a constant increase in the kill capability of the weapons 
used and a growth in the intensity of combat operations 
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and in the depth of operations and terriloral area 
encompassed by military There 
increase in resources used for wartare and tn the level of 
their mobilization and miulitary-economic Strain that 


each State experiences during a war 


events was also 


How has the situation since World War Il dev eloped” 
This has been a period of radical and unprecedented 
changes in the technological aspect of the task through 
the creation of nuclear weapons. A gigantic leap has 
occurred i the kill capability of weaponry. In its strate- 
gic and political significance. the appearance of nuclear 
weapons surpassed even the appearance of firearms 
Nuclear weapons immediately, even when the sides had 
only a few weapons, increased even more the advantages 
of offense as compared with the possibilities of defense 
With the growth of the number of delivery vehicles and 
warheads, the question of the possibility of protection 
against nuclear weapons became increasingly problem- 
atic. despite the expectations that appeared from time to 
time of creation of an ABM defense 


The assessment of the role of nuclear weapons has 
undergone a substantial evolution in the postwar period 
N.V. Ogarkoy. in particular, validly notes that in the 
fifties and sixties. when there were still few of them, they 
were viewed only as a System capable of sharply increas- 
ing the firepower of troops. Various attempts were made 
to adapt nuclear weapons to the forms and methods of 
military operations that already existed by that time. 
primarily to accomplish strategic tasks. Subsequently, in 
the seventies and eighties, the accelerated quantitative 
growth of nuclear weapons of various power and the 
development of various long-range and highly accurate 
vehicles for their delivery to a target. as well as their wide 
incorporation in military forces, led to a radical review 
of the role of these weapons and to an abrupt change in 
the views on their role and imp portance in wartare, on the 
methods of conduct of a battle and of an operation, and 
“even on the possibility of fighting a war using nuclear 
weapons as a whole.” (Footnote 16) (See N.V. Ogarkoy 
op cit. p 51) 


Many assessments by Western specialists and military 
theorists have undergone a significant evolution. Fos 
instance. former U.S. Defense Secretary R. McNamara 
Stresses that under modern conditions, nuclear weapons 
can no longer be considered as a means of waging war 
(Footnote 17) (See R. McNamara: “Blundering into 
Disaster. Surviving the First Century of the Nuclear 
Age.” New York. 1986. pp 28-35) 


The appearance of these weapons, despite the revolution 
they have produced in military affairs, has not led to an 
abandonment of the development of general-purpose 
forces [sily obshchego naznachiniya] and conventional 
weapons. Moreover. many specialists stress the necessi- 
ly. in peacetime, of deployed [razvernutyye] and corre- 
spondingly concentrated large general-purposes forces 
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peacetime. AS a result. al 


Discussing the correlation of offensive and defensive 
weapons as applied to the nuclear penod, one can briefs 
note the following Let us recall, for instance. the debates 
in the United States in the late sixties and early seventies 
on the different variants of a U.S. ABM defense. At first 
the question of creating a dense ABM defense for the 
country's territory was discussed, then a “thin.” dis- 
persed ABM detense tor the country’s territory, and then 
just an ABM point defense and a system capable of 
protecting a proportion of American centers only from a 
reduced-strength strike by accidental and unauthorized 
launches. When the second cycle of research and devel- 
opment on the ABM program ended tn the United States 
and the question arose of a spasmodic increase in 
appropriations for this system im connection with the 
upcoming deployment of one variant or another. very 
substantial reassessments were carried out. After fierce 
debates. a decision was made to virtually completely 
reject the creation of an ABM system. The result of these 
debates and corresponding military-technical and mil- 
lary-strategic assessments was the signing in 1972 of the 
Soviet-U.S. ABM Treaty of unlimited duration 


As 1s known, at the turn of the seventies and eighties th 
idea of creating an ABM defense the country’s 
territory using new technology, including weapons based 
on new physical principles and with space-based eche- 
lons, was given new impetus in the U nited States and has 
currently become one of the main research and develop- 
ment programs of the Department of Defense (and of the 
military sector of the Department of Energy). A number 
of areas have already been revealed that define the 
potential role of this comprehensive program (the “Stra- 
tegic Defense Initiative —SDI) in the future level of the 
military-strategic balance 


ti YT 


First, we will focus attention on the program's political 
Significance. It is armed at undermining the ABM Trea- 
ty, which by the mid-eighties became one of the main 
military-political factors of strategic stability. From the 
military-strategic and military-technical viewpoint, the 
ABM system that the U.S plans to create as a result of the 
realization of research and development via the SDI 
program could fulfill at least three functions: first. ABM 


defense against a reduced-strength retaliatory strike by 
the other side: second, the creation of a certain capability 
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lo inflict “space-to-surtace” strikes. and third. the devel- 
pment Of a wide range oO! mpuler systems thal would 
ensure a higher & capability and flexibility and eifi- 
CleNncy In using Strategic Offensive arms and conventional 


weapons and general-purpose forces. (Footnote 13) (For 
more detail see: “Space Weapons: A Security Dilemma,” 
edited by Ye. \ khov. R. Sagdevev. and A. Koxoshin 
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War Il, one can note another feature. Both during the 
war and in the postwar penod. detensive weapons— 
antitank artillery. antitank mines. various missile and 


antiaircraft missile systems. antitank guided missiles 
ASW ships. and so on—-were created at an intensified 
pace. The new possibilities of these weapons were repeat- 
edly demonstrated in in the seventies and 
eighties. N.V. Ogarkov concludes that al a certain stage, 
their skillful use balanced offensive and defensive weap- 
ons. Al present d:verse weapons, including air weapons. 
against tanks, aircraft. and. to a certain extent, ships, are 
rapidly developing. In the process, the qualitative and 
quantitative development of these weapons has reached 
a level that urgently requires. taking into account the 
operauion of the laws of dialectics, careful study of new 
trends and possible consequences of their development 
(Footnote 19) (See N.V. Ogarkov: op cit. pp 48-49, 54) 


local wars 


Beginning with the seventies, many Soviet and Western 
specialists began to pay increasing attention to these 
circumstances. Most often. for instance. one recalls the 
experience of the 1973 Arab-Israeli wa: in the Middle 
East, during which the belligerents lost no less than 50% 
of their tanks and aircraft in a matter of a few days 
(Footnote 20) (Moreover, the war, begun by Egyptian 
President A. Sadat total war. but one that 
pursued limited objectives. See Ye.M. Primakov: “His- 
tory of a Conspiracy (U.S) Middle East Policy in the 
Seventies and Early Eighties).”” Moscow, 1985, pp 49-54) 
In the October 1973 war, tank warfare was the essence of 
the combat operations of both sides’ forces. It showed 
the exceptional importance of special antitank weapons. 
and primarily antitank guided missiles, which were used 
by both ground forces and helicopter gurships. “The 
main trend in the development and refinement of anti- 
tank defense of the forces of the opposing sides was the 
enhancement of its stability and activeness.”” (Footnote 
21) (V.P. Shipovalov: “Tank Warfare.” YOYENNO- 
ISTORICHESKIY ZHURNAL. No 9, 1986, p 77) 
According to the assessments of many 


was nota 


experts, the 
sharply increased possibilities of infantry and the con- 
tinuous development of mobile antitank guided missiles 
has led to the fact that the combination of tanks and 
fighter-bombers. which has prevailed on most battle- 
fields since 1940, 1s losing the function of being a 
decisive tactical factor. Now it 1s necessary to add 
helicopters armed with antitank guided missiles, as well 
as weapons against the enemy's antitank guided missiles, 
to the tanks and fighter-bombers. (Footnote 22) (See 
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“Local Wars. His and Today edited by I. Ye. Shav- 
rov. Moscow S|. pp 161. 163) As former FRG par- 
lamentary State secretar it defense A. von Buelow 
notes, modern technology makes ut possible to arm an 
ordinary infantryman on the battlefield with relatively 
inexpensive weapons tl in Shoot down, within a 
matter of seconds Apensive aircraft or desiroy a 
heavily armored I hat cost a few million. (Foot- 
note 23) (A number specialists m= mulitary-political 
probiems, such as F. von Hippel (U nited States) yon 
Mueller (FRG). A. Boserup (Denmark). R. Neild (Great 
Britain). S. Lodgaard (Norway). and others. have 


reached 


similar conclusions) 

It seems that N.\ mclusion regarding the 
new correlation that has appeared between the possibil- 
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operating range of conventional weapons will 
immediately to envelop 
order regions, a large area of the territo- 
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mass destruction. Moreover 
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‘ 
nies Of countries and ther coalitions, which was lacking 
The qualitative leap forward in the devel- 
opment of conventional weapons also entails a change in 
the nature of the preparation and conduct of operations 
For 
ing Operations using 


ly new and « 


in past wars 


Its part, this presupposes the possibility of conduct- 
conventional weapons in qualita- 
live nsiderably more destructive ways than 


betore 


The use of automated troop and weapons command and 
of worldwide reconnarssance 
systems and reconnaissance-strike complexes [razvedo 
vatelnyye-udarnyye kompleksy]. complete mechaniza 
tion and high degree of mobility of and use of 
military robotics bring about a transfer of an increasing 
number of the functions previously performed by people 
to automatic devices. The speed of operations and the 
rapid change in tactical and operational situation, simul 
taneous envelopment of large territones of a number of 


control systems. creation 


LFOOpDS 


European countries, deliberate disruption of channels of 
communications, and conduct of combat operations at 
any time of nicht and under any weather 
conditions do not permit. at Army Creneral V.M. Shaba 
nov notes. political and high military leaders to autho- 
rize the decisions being made. including the use of 
tactical nuclear weapons. because of a lack of time and 
information. (Footnote 24)(See V. Shabanov: ““Conven 
tional’ Wartar« NOVOYE VREMYA 
14 November 


dav and 


New Dangers 
iIYRH p A) 
The shift to combat operations using weapons of mass 
destruction may be sudden and unpredictable. and this 


SOVIET UNION 


engenders a desire tO maintain one’s nuclear weapons in 
a Slate ol heightened combat readiness. which, for its 
part. substantially increases the danger of an outbreak of 
a nuclear war The mass of 
conventional weapons does not rule out a deliberate or 
accidental attack on the enemy's ouclear and chemical 
weapons, including depots. missik launchers, vehicles 
for storing and transporting nuclear warheads and shells 
loaders, and other similar targets. Its consequences could 
be similar to the use of the corresponding weapons ol 
mass destruction and could upset the balance in tactical 
nuclear arms and provoke unpredictable retaliatory 
action. Strikes by conventional weapons are also capable 
of destroying the numerous European nonmilitary 
nuclear clectric power stations and power plants. The 
result would be virtually equivalent to an attack using 
nuclear weapons. and the consequences would be con- 
siderably more tangible than in the Chernoby! accident 
(Footnote 25) (Ibid) 


and is escalation usc 


All this has a most negative effect on the possibility of 
ensuring the stability of military-strategic balance with- 


out broad measures to limit and reduce army d torces and 
conventional arms 


Under the present conditions, the problem of the ele- 
ment of surprise in combat operations so as to achieve 
success in offensive and defensive operations 1s becom- 
ing increasingly acute. The preliminary concealed acti- 
vation of men, equipment. and weapons and maintain- 
ing them in constant combat readiness is a very 
important prerequisite for and a factor 
achieving success 


decisive in 


On the whole. ensuring the element of surprise ts con 
sidered a principle of military art that 1s as compulson 
as the creation of superiority in men, equipment. and 
weapons in selected axes of main thrusts. (Footnote 25) 
(See “The Element of Surprise in Offensive Operations 
of the Great Patnotic War 1986. pp 194-96 
“The Element of Surprise in the Operations of the U.S 
Armed Forces) 


7 Moscow 


lt 1s important to bear in mind that the requirements for 
achieving the element of surprise largely contradict con 
ditions for ensuring strategic stability. At the same time 
due to an entire package of factors, this task has become 
even more complicated and considerably more expen 
sive. As compared with the peniod of the Great Patnotx 
War. the degree of troops saturation with various weap 
ons and military equipment has increased. Accordingly 
the volume of camouflage concealment, and deception 
operations necessary for the preparation of and during 
an operation has grown. Moreover. it #s necessary to take 
account of the fact that reconnaissance subunits have 
been equipped with new technical systems, which has 
substantially expanded their possibilities. while compl 
cating the conditions for operational camouflage. con 
cealment, and deception. (Footnote 27) (See “The Ele 
ment of Surprise in Offensive Operations of the Great 
Patniotic War.” Moscow. 1986. pp 194-96) 
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The proposals contained in the documents of the Budap- 
est (June 1986) and Berlin ( May 1987) conferences of the 
Political Consultative Committee of the Warsaw Pact 
States and in the statement on the Warsaw Pact military 
doctrine envisage the creation of a qualitatively new 
military-political situation in Europe. including the 
mutual relations between NATO and the Warsaw Pact 
Their onentation is that reducing the levels of military 
controntation on the continent would preclude the pos- 
sibility of a sudden attack and the conduct of offensive 
operations. In other words. the main goal of these joint 
or parallel actions by the sides ts the strengthening of 
Strategic stability with lower and less burdensome levels 
of military confrontation 


Without exaggerating. this formula could be called a 
conceptual breakthrough in this area. The reacticn in 
various political circles of Western Europe and among a 
number of personages in the United States was consid- 
erable and positive. It largely corresponds to the various 
concepts of so-called “alternative defense” (“nonoffen- 
sive defense.” “‘nonprovocative defense.” and so on) that 
have been actively developing in recent years in the 
FRG, the Netherlands. Denmark. Belgium. and Great 
Britain 


An impartial examination and comparison of the sides’ 
military doctrines and concepts and di velopment of a single 
view on the directions of their further evolution would be a 
substantial contribution to building confidence in Europe 
and enhancing the stability of the military-strategic balance 
(Footnote 34) (See D.T. Yazov: “The Warsaw Pact Military 
Doctrine—A Doctrine of Defense of Peace and Socialism,” 
PRAVDA, 27 July 1987) 


Discussing the announcement in May 1987 of the War- 
saw Pact Doctrine. Army General D.T. Yazov, USSR 
minister of defense. stressed that it incorporates new 
views on military organizational development and on 
the problems of preventing a war. (Footnote 35) (KRAS- 
NAYA ZVEZDA, 18 July 1987) The prevention of 
war—both nuclear and conventional—has become the 
main task of the armed forces. This question of strategy 
and of military doctrine as a whole has not been previ- 
ously studied to this extent. Within the framework of 
general defensive onentation of military doctrines, the 
question arises of a total correspondence between its 
political and military-technical components. In this con- 
nection, Soviet military leaders stress that the provisions 
of the Warsaw Pact miliary doctrine are a mandatory 
part of the military art and organizational development 
of the Soviet Armed Forces and of the other allied 
armies. As Colonel General M.A. Gareyev, deputy chief 
of Gencral Staff. stresses, the Soviet Army's main mode 
of operation in repulsing an aggression will be not 
offensive, but defensive operations and combat action. It 
seems that the latter very important provisions of the 
military-technical part of the USSR’s and Warsaw Pact's 
military doctrine could serve. to a certain extent, as a 


reply to the question. frequently raised in the West. of 
Soviet “operational maneu.s cr groups.” 


19 
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Al the same time cannot fail to note that th 
Warsaw Pact countries have every re a 
negative attitude toward the NATO concept of a “Fol- 
low-on Forces Attack” fudar po vioromy echelonu 
which essentially repeats the openly otfensive Amer 
concept of “Airland Operation (Battle).~” The current 
U.S. naval strategy. which 1s associated with the names 
of Admiral Watkins and former U.S. Navy Secretary 
Lehman, 1s of an obviously aggressive and dangerous 
(ultimately for both sides) nature 


one 


ns 


asor 


Such U.S. and NATO strategic and operational concepts 
are completely incompatible with statements about the 
defensiv. nature of the NATO doctrine. It 1s noteworthy 
that this 1s recognized by many pelitical figures and 
military professionals in the West. who criticize such 
concepts in view of their inability to 
security and strategic stability 


ensure mutual 


A frank discussion of both sides: military doctrines and 
concepts, and the development of a common approach 
to the question of the directions of their further devel- 
opment, is a very complex and largely unprecedented 
task. But the nature of the threat facing Europe and the 
whole of civilization in the event of the outbreak of 


iS also unprecedented 


Wal 


‘ 


It seems that it will be necessary to conduct an assessment of 
the combined combat capabilities of the sides as it applies 
both to defensive and offensive tasks 1) successfully solve 
the problem of preventing a sudden attack. In a number of 
paraineters, this will require more complex layouts and 
Studies than a quantitative comparison of the opposing 
forces in the traditional vein—comparing the number of 
divisions, tanks, aircraft, artillery pieces. missile launchers 
and so on. It 1s necessary to bear in mind that there are 
currently considerable differences in the assessments of 
composition of men, equipment, and weapons of the sides 
(Warsaw Pact and NATO) in official Western and Soviet 
publications (Footnote 36) (See “Disarmament and Securt- 
ty. 1986." Annual of the World Economics and Interna- 
tional Relations Institute of the USSR Academy of Sciences. 
Vol 1, Moscow, 1987, p 220), which. moreover reflect 
different methods of calculation. Questions associated with 
the elaboration of “third generation” confidence-building 
measures (if one takes what was adopted at the Stockholm 
conference in 1986 as the second generation) will require 
more in-depth professional preparation. Among other 
things. a special analysis of the role of current exercises 
(particularly combined-arms exercises) in the combat train- 
ing of the sides’ armed forces seems necessary 


Despite the problems that arise in connection with 
prospects for joint measures to strengthen strategic sta- 
bility and to reduce the levels of military confrontation 
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ihal It as 
ihe one thal has been used 
ine laiks on the reduction ol 


arms in central Europe 


it 1S precise! 
substantialiyv different trom 
for many years Vienna 


armed torces and 


this approach iS MOS! promising 


al 


Al present the conditions tor the verification [proverka] 
of accords substantially surpass those that existed 30-40 
This very fact alone testifies to the possibility 
in a nonnuclear world and of 
enhancing the stability of military-strategic balance al 
various levels of nuclear arsenal reductions. Strategic 
Stability at veduced levels of military confrontation could 
be achieved through the creation by each of 
expressly defensive forces and siructures armed with the 
appropriate weapons. which could not be used for a 
sudden attack in the interests of offensive operations 
The destabilizing types of conventional weapons must be 
limited and prohibited 


vears ago 


of ensuring stability 


side 


The entire structure of the sides’ men. equipment, and 
weapons. and of surveillance and command. control. 
and communications systems must be such that in the 
event of an outbreak of an armed conflict. 1 would not 
promote its escalation and would provide an opportu- 
nity for the supreme political leadership and military 
command to receive at any moment adequate informa- 
tion about the development of the conflict and to control 
it for the purposes terminating it at the earliest 
possible stage 


oO} 


One of the main principles of creating an essentially new 
system of military-strategic balance at the level of gen- 
eral-purpose forces and convention weapons boils down 
to the following: The Warsaw Pact's defensive capabill- 
tics must substantially exceed NATO's offensive capa- 
bilities, while NATO's defensive capabilities must sub- 
Stantially the Warsaw Pacts offensive 
capabilities. at reduced levels of military confrontation 
between the two alliances. It 1s precisely this that the 
proposals of the Budapest (1986) and Berlin (May 1987) 
conferences of the Political Consultative Committee of 
the Warsaw Pact states lead to. Success in this task would 
largely contribute to the creation of the necessary mutual 
security conditions for the switch to a nuclear-free world 


CAC eed 


Continuing Threat From NATO Despite INF 
Treaty 


[Editorial Report] Moscow KRASNAYA ZVEZDA itn 
Russian of 10 January 1988 published on page 3 a 
1600-word article by Lieutenant Colonel V. Markushin 
entitled: “Military-Political Review: To Throw Off the 
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SOVIET UNION 


Nuclear (| iimns I he <i awihsS Slatcs nal a spilc ink 
- * 

sien ne ol a | S -SOV cl | \f irca rar N\ \ Tf } 

circles continue to constitute a threat. They seek. first. to 


| . - 
preserve nucicar capabilities. and second Dy trving | 


achieve conventional supernority [he presers 
NATO's remaining nuclear capability 
ierweight to the Warsaw Pact’s “imagined supenority” 


in conventional weapons 


is~seen as a ¢ 


[hese goals are supposedly being pursued in a number of 
wavs. The new Trident missih* to be installed on British 
nuclear submarines 1s to become a “key element in 
NATO milttary planning.” Britain and France are said 
to be conducting “intensive talks...on equipping British 
Tornado fighter-bombers with nuclear armed cruise mis- 
siles. According to the “Financial Times”. the French 
have proposed to the British government joint discus- 
sions on the “coordination of nuclear weapons target- 
ing...” US. bases in Britain. 11 1s asserted, will be used for 
the deployment of additional fighter-bombers able to 
carry nuclear and non-nuclear cruise missiles. In the near 
ierm the French are said to plan reequipping one SSBN 
with the M4 ICBM and the construction of a new SSBN 
with the more powerful and accurate M5 missile.. as well 
as the equipping of the Mirgae-4. Mirage-2000 and the 
Super Entendard with a 350 km operational-tactical 
missile 


“In NATO muilitary-political circles much 1s currently 
being said about the imaginary superiority of the War- 
saw Pact over NATO 1n conventional weapons. In this 
area the accent 1s commonly placed upon the number of 
tankas. while at the same time attention ts diverted away 
from aviation and anti-tank weaponry where NATO ts 
superior. 


“The hquidation of the imbalance 1s possible. For this 
as M.S. Gorbachev stated, ‘it 1s necessary to sit at the 
negotiating table 


the 
speak 


ot 
and 


NATO 1s said to talk 
‘non-nuciear Europe” 
nuclear zero in Europe” 


“Impermissibility of a 
against “a third 


“The groundlessness of the NATO position in this ques- 
tion consists in the fact that in contemporary conditions 
it iS practically impossible to separate tactical nuclear 
weapons from conventional weapons. since the majority 
of the latter are capable of dual-use. Excluding nuclear 


weapons from these talks would make them fruitless 
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the Alliance need” 


First of all. it ts not correct to sav that no 
left in Europe 


Gsalvin 
long-range nucicar weapons would hx 
There are still the submarine-based missiles assigned to 
the SACEUR. Nonetheless. a gap would be created. Your 
question 18 aimed at whether deterrence and defens 
would still be credible. Yes. | would still be able to carry 


oul My mission to prevent war and in the event otf war 


10 detend ourselves. That would he possible with the 


It is not clear to me how I should then have enough 
That is 


because M\ 


means for an ctlective and ad qual aetens 


particularly important in view of deterren 


main mission is preventing. nol waging. wal | helreve 


that in this theater there can be r deterrence without 


nuclear weapons 


NATO 


lear artillery 
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sources. the 
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Alliance wall modernise 74 nin 
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grenades, possibly this summer 
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FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF GERMANY 


hohl lo Stress Chemical Weapons Ban at lalks 


448 Frank Vain FRANAFCURi#I1 


‘ fi 4 my ies i) j a \ J 


nat an agi } si } ‘ 
ne tseeneva negotial son a r 
Circles close to Kohl stated thr mn | 
lhe discussion partners needed, | 


pressure tS nol necessal 


ancelior wants to ensure thal a Kh f : 
neni oT the withdrawal fe) che T] ' 
ERC; will remain valid when Ronald R 


r will have taken over. At the 1986 Toh 


mit mecting. Kohl and Reagan agreed tl | 
id agr within NATO to the building of 
gd binary) chemical weapons, w Wasi 
uld commit self not to depk hen A 
nis in the FRG. and to withdraw 
ad chemical weapons by 1992. It was said in | 
xchange of icticrs on thal agreement has ' 


ry CCT Kohl and Kcagan tS. Genes 
the NATO commander in chief. re« 
ployment of new weapons in the FRG 
Kohl delegation, made up of For M 
IDyectrich Grenscher (FDP). Bundestag d 
ker Ruche (C DU) and Uwe Ronnebur DY? 
Protessor Weiner Weidenteld. th ord 


rman-l/).S. relatoons. 1s } + yw its 
nuation of the disarmament process. \s 
S said in this connection that Bonn 1s ad 
development of a general NATO concept 
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